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Sir: 



In response to the Office Action mailed on or about June 8, 2004, 
applicants provisionally elect with traverse Claims 1-8. 

Reconsideration of the restriction requirement and an action on the merits 
of all the claims is respectfully requested on grounds that the Office Action does 
not set forth a prima facie case of independence and/or distinctiveness sufficient 
to satisfy 35 USC §121 and M.P.E.P. §806.05(d). In particular, the Office Action 
sets forth no facts to set forth alleged separate useability but merely concludes 
that "inventions I through V may be used alone." Such a mere conclusion is not 
adequate to justify the filing of five separate applications. 

The inappropriateness of the restriction requirement is made more 
manifest by the fact that the Office Action acknowledges inventions I through V 
to be in the same Class (123) and, even more tellingly, inventions II through V 
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are in the same Subclass (399). Thus, not even the traditional argument of 
different classification is available to support the restriction requirement. 

Accordingly, an early action on the merits of all claims is earnestly 
solicited. 



Page 2 of 3 



